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Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 
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2a)[E This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 
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Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Amendment 

1. This action is responsive to amendment received on October 12, 2004. Claim 1 has been 
amended. Claims 1-20 are pending. 

Drawings 

2. Applicant's request for withdrawal of the objection to the drawings under 37 CFR 
1.84(p)(5) is persuasive and, therefore, the objection to the drawings is withdrawn. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



4. Claims 1-4 and 6-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 



Aggarwal et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,415,318) in view of Massarani (U.S. Patent No. 6,393,484). 
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5. As per claim 1 , Aggarwal et al teach a method for enabling communication between a 
first agent in a first domain and a second agent in a second domain comprising the steps of: 

a coordinator in the first domain (column 2, lines 34-45 and Figure 2, 68; the bridgehead 
server coordinates the messages by directing to the appropriate client) a send-message service 
(column 2, lines 24-45) with a service bus (column 2, line 35-45; network); and 

the second agent in the second domain communicating with first agent by employing the 
service bus, the registered send-message service, and the coordinator in the first domain; 
wherein the method solves the interface diversity problem and does not require a central 
coordinator (column 3, lines 4-9 and column 10, lines 10-26; the bridgehead server performs 
these tasks so no central coordinator is needed). 

6. Aggarwal et al fail to show a method of registering a service. 

7. However Massarani shows a network that includes a DHCP (Dynamic Host Control 
Protocol) server that registers users by assigning IP addresses (abstract). It would have been 
obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to combine 
the teachings of Aggarwal et al and Massarani to create a method for enabling communication 
between a first agent and a second agent by registering a message service because would provide 
for automated registering of services with a network allowing new services with a network to be 
added without user intervention. 

8. As per claim 2, Aggarwal et al teach a method wherein the step of the second agent in the 
second domain communicating with first agent by employing the service bus, the registered 
send-message service, and the coordinator in the first domain includes 



Application/Control Number: 09/817,958 Page 4 

Art Unit: 21 54 

the coordinator providing a client-side interface for the send-message service that can be 
employed by other agents in different domains to communicate with the agents in the first 
domain; and the second agent in a second domain communicating with an agent in the first 
domain by employing the client-side interface for the send-message service of the coordinator 
(column 9, line 60-column 10 line 9). 

9. As per claim 3, Aggarwal et al teach a method wherein the step of the second agent in a 
second domain communicating with an agent in the first domain by employing the client-side 
interface for the send-message service of the coordinator includes 

directing a message from the second agent to the coordinator, which serves as a point of 
presence for agents in the first domain and the coordinator receiving the message and forwarding 
the message to the intended recipient agent (column 10, lines 10-26). 

10. As per claim 4, Aggarwal et al teach a method wherein the coordinator is a point-of- 
presence for communication directed to agents in the first domain by agents external to the first 
domain (column 1, lines 14-19; a bridgehead server located inside the recipient's network). 

11. As per claim 6, Aggarwal et al teach a method wherein the service bus is the HTTP 
service bus (column 6, lines 22-36). 

12. As per claim 7, Aggarwal et al teach a method wherein the service bus provides one of 
dynamic firewall transversal services, access control services, security services, billing services, 
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authentication services, authorization services, and other predefined infrastructure services 
(column 6, line 49- column 7 line 2). 

13. As per claim 8, Aggarwal et al teach a method wherein the coordinator provides one of 
naming services, resource directory services, and send-message service (column 2, lines 34-45). 

14. As per claim 9, Aggarwal et al teach a method wherein the step of directing a message 
from the second agent includes invoking a send-message (this inherent in message service 
software/program because in order to use the service to communicate to others you must be able 
to activate a send message) provided by the service bus (network); wherein the step of the 
coordinator receiving the message and forwarding the message to the intended recipient agent 
includes employing a local naming service to forward the message to the first agent (column 2, 
lines 34-45 and column 3, 23-37). 

15. As per claim 10, Aggarwal et al teach a method wherein the step of invoking a send- 
message service provided by the service bus includes specifying a domain name and receiver 
agent name (column 8, lines 56-67). 

16. As per claim 11, Aggarwal et al teach a method wherein the first agent and the second 
agent communicate in a publish and subscribe mode (column 8, lines 50-55; the sending client 
can publish messages without explicitly specifying recipients or having knowledge of intended 
recipients). 
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17. As per claim 12, Aggarwal et al teach a method wherein the first domain is a first 
enterprise and the second domain is a second enterprise (column 6, lines 39-48). 

18. As per claims 13-17, contain similar limitations as claims 1-12 above, therefore are 
rejected under the same rationale. 

19. As per claim 18, Aggarwal et al teach a method for enabling inter-enterprise agent 
communication comprising the steps of: 

a) grouping agents into a first group in a first domain; (Figure 2, clients 64 grouped into 
domain 60A) 

b) assigning a coordinator to the agents in the first group; (column 14, lines 36-40 and 
Figure 2, 68; bridgehead server) 

c) send-message service of the coordinator with a service bus; (column 2, line 23-45) 

d) the coordinator receiving messages from a second domain; wherein the messages are 
directed to an agent in the first group; (column 14, lines 36-40) and 

e) the coordinator forwarding the messages to an intended recipient agent; wherein the 
service bus provides inter-enterprise communication services between the first domain and the 
second domain (column 3, lines 4-9 and column 10, lines 10-26). 

20. Aggarwal et al fail to show a method of registering a service. 

21 . However Massarani shows a network that includes a DHCP (Dynamic Host Control 
Protocol) server that registers users by assigning IP addresses (abstract). It would have been 
obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to combine 
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the teachings of Aggarwal et al and Massarani to create a method for enabling communication 
between a first agent and a second agent by registering a message service because doing so 
would provide agents the ability to communicate using messages 



22. As per claims 19 and 20, they contain the same limitations as claims 12 and 7, therefore 
are rejected under the same rationale. 

23. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.SC. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Aggarwal et al 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,415,318) in view of Massarani (U.S. Patent No. 6,393,484) as applied to 
claim 1 above, and further in view of Wray et al (U.S. Application No. US 20010005883). 

24. As per claim 5, Aggarwal et al and Massarani fail to teach a method wherein the service 
bus is the E-speak service bus. 

25. However, Wray et al teach the use of E-speak technology (page 10, paragraph 149 line 1 
- paragraph 150, line 12). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to combine the teachings of Aggarwal et al, Massarani, and Wray et al to 
create a method that uses a bus with E-speak technology because doing so would reduce the time 
and effort to produce e-services with a common operating environment in which to conduct 
business. 
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Response to Arguments 

26. Applicant's arguments filed have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

• In the remarks, the applicant argues in substance that: 

A. the Examiner's conclusion of obviousness based on hindsight; 

B. the Aggarwal reference does not disclose or suggest a coordinator in a first 
domain; 

C. the Massarani reference does not mention a send-message service; 

D. the Examiner's rationale for combining the references appears to be based on 
potential advantages hypothesized by the Examiner, not on the teachings in the 
references themselves; and 

E. the Examiner used the Wray reference to teach the failure of the Aggarwal 
reference to teach a system bus, but the Wray reference simply describes that the 
security protocol may be utilized with E-speak technology. 

• In response to: 

A. In response to applicants argument that the examiner's conclusion of obviousness 
is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that any judgment on 
obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon hindsight reasoning. But so 
long as it takes into account only knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the 
time the claimed invention was made, and does not include knowledge gleaned only from the 
applicant's disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 
170USPQ209(CCPA 1971). 
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B. The examiner respectfully disagrees because the Aggarwal reference does teach a 
coordinator (Figure 2, 68; bridgehead server) in a first domain (Figure 2, 60A and 60B). The 
bridgehead servers in a first organization coordinate messages by resolving addresses of the 
messaging server to which these messages are addressed to. The bridgehead server coordinates 
messages to their appropriate message server by comparing the information identifying the 
recipient with directory information (column 2, lines 34-45 and Figure 2). 

C. The examiner agrees that the Massarani reference does not mention a send- 
message service. The Massarani reference was used due to the failure of the Aggarwal reference 
to teach registering a service (abstract), not the failure to teach a send-message service, which is 
taught in the Aggarwal reference (column 8, lines 12-33, column 2, lines 24-45, abstract and 
column 1, lines 14-31). 

D. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or 
modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some 
teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F. 2d 1071, 
5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and/n re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). In this case, the Aggarwal reference uses a coordinator (bridgehead server) that 
coordinates messages from clients by sending these messages to the appropriate messaging 
servers to which the recipient client is assigned to (abstract and column 2, lines 15-67). The 
Aggarwal reference fails to teach registering a service. However, the Massarani reference teaches 
the registering users and devices with a service by providing identification for login and 



Application/Control Number: 09/817,958 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2154 

passwords (abstract). It would have been obvious to combine these references because doing so 
would allow for clients to register with a message server that provides a message service which 
would allow clients to communicate with other clients within the same organization or another 
organization. 

E. The examiner respectfully disagrees because the Wray reference was not used due to the 
failure to show a service bus (system bus shown in Aggarwal, column 2, lines 35-45; 
network) but for the failure of the Aggarwal reference to show the use of E-speak on a service 
bus (Office Action, page 7). The Wray reference teaches the use of E-Speak technology on a 
broker system between a client web browser and a remotely located broker application, 
(paragraphs [0149-0154] and Figure, 14-16), It would have been obvious to combine the 
teachings of Aggarwal et al, Massarani, and Wray et al to create a method that uses a bus with E- 
speak technology because doing so would reduce the time and effort to produce e-services with a 
common operating environment in which to conduct business. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
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CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ramsey Refai whose telephone number is (571) 272-3975. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30 - 5:00 p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on (571) 272-3964. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Ramsey Refai 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2154 
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SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
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